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The following errors were found in the Easy Fire Recovery Project FEIS after the 
document was printed: 
 
Vol. 1, in Summary, pp. S-13 to S-14 and in Chapter 2, page 53, both under the heading 
Forest Plan Amendments (for Alternative 3) - The sentence that reads:  “Snag distribution 
is aggregated in snag patches on a unit basis for better utilization by the species, and not a 
40-acre block basis, we would not meet Forest Wide Standard and Guideline #39” was 
incorrect.  This sentence should read:  “Since snag distribution will be 1 to 2 snags per 
acre in harvest units, not clumped in 2-6 acre patches, and determined on an acre basis, 
we would not meet Forest-wide Standard and Guideline #39.   

Vol. 1, Chapter 3, Terrestrial Wildlife section, p. 164 - second paragraph, under the 
heading Comparing Wildlife Tolerance or Use Levels:  The sentence that reads “About 
6,180 acres of suitable habitat exists” was incorrect.  It should read “About 4,759 acres of 
suitable habitat exists.”  

Vol. 1, Chapter 3, Terrestrial Wildlife, p. 197, under the heading Snag Distribution – the 
sentence that reads: “……….from the requirement in Amendment B of the Malheur 
Forest Plan to 2 or less snags per acre……..” was incorrect.  This sentence should read:  
“…….from the requirement in Amendment B of the Malheur Forest Plan to 1 to 2 snags 
per acre…..”  

Vol. 1, Chapter 3, Fish and Water Quality section, p. 288 – the end of the last sentence 
was inadvertently deleted.  It should read:  “Reduced fish population viability could be an 
irretrievable commitment of resources, but is not expected due to the application of 
PACFISH standard and guideline direction as well as design criteria specific to this 
project.”  

Vol. 1, Chapter 3, Heritage section, p. 386 – the end of the last sentence was 
inadvertently deleted.  It should read:  “There are no irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments that would affect heritage resources by implementing any of the proposed 
alternatives.” 

 
 
 
 
 


